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Sir: 



Appellant hereby submits this Reply to the Examiner's answer mailed 
February 24, 2004, in the above captioned case. The Appellant respectfully 
requests consideration of this appeal by the Board of Patent Appeals and 
Interferences for allowance of the above-captioned patent application. 





L 



Grouping of the Claims 



The claims have been grouped into three groups. The Examiner has 
objected to the grouping because, allegedly. Appellant's brief does not include a 
statement that this grouping of claims does not stand or fall together and reason 
in support thereof. Appellant specified three groups of claims in the Appeal 
Brief. Appellant has given reasons, separately for each group of claims, why 
each group of claims is patentable over the prior art. Thus, appellant believes 
each group should be considered separately and that the claims do not stand or 
fall together. 



Regarding the term "proxy'' as used in claim 1, the Examiner argues that 
although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. However, the process of defining a 
term involves the interpretation of the language in the claims, and not adding a 
limitation to the claims. Specifically, during patent examination, the pending 
claims must be given their broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the 
specificahon . See In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 1367, 1372 (Fed. Cir. 2000). See also MPEP 
§2111. Further, the words of the claim must be given their plain meaning unless 
applicant has provided a clear definition in the specification . In re Zeltz, 893 F.2d 



II. 



The Term 'Troxy" As used in the Claims 



319, 321 (Fed. Cir. 1989). See also MPEP § 2111.01. A dear definition of the term 
proxy is given on page 16, lines 4-26 of the specification. Appellant further 
asserts that the Examiner's interpretation of the term ''proxy" is inconsistent with 
its use in the specification. Appellant's arguments relating to the term will be 
consistent with its use in the specification. 

III. Group I 

Group I includes claims 1-2, 7-9, 14-16, 20, 22 and 26. 

Claim 1 includes a limitation of creating a proxy of the revised 
presentation. A proxy, according to one definition, is a substitute. The Examiner 
argues that a cache output as used in Gould is a "substitute" or "intermediate" 
output. However, as mentioned in the appeal brief, the output of the cache is a 
portion of the final output. As a result, this is not a substitute output, since the 
output of the proxy effects is only a portion of the final output, rather than a 
substitution of the entire output. Even if the cache output taught by Gould is 
considered an intermediate output, that too is still only a portion of the final 
output, and not a proxy as the term is used in the claims. 

The Examiner further argues that a representation /output of the proxy 
effects of Gould meets the claimed limitation of a proxy. However, the output of 
proxy effects are completely rendered special effects (the cache stores the rendered 
output of each effect - See Col. 10, lines 39-41). Even if the cache stores only a 
portion of the final rendered output, it is nonetheless /i'nfl/ rendered output, thus is 



not a proxy for the final output as taught in claim 1. The goal of the system 
taught by Gould is to output firames of a video sequence in a priority order, so 
that a portion of the rendered output is displayed before the remainder has been 
rendered (Col. 1, lines 36-48, Col. 6, lines 23-34). The output is actual rendered 
output, it is just displayed in a manner such that a user can see a portion of the 
output before final rendering is complete. As such, although a portion of the 
final output may be available to a user during rendering, it cannot be said that 
this portion is a proxy of the total output, as the term is used in the claims. 
Specifically, the output of the proxy effects is not a substitute for the video 
sequence as a whole, merely a representation of the portion of the video 
sequence that is deemed to be most important. 

The Examiner further argues that the cache copy of a revised video stream 
is a temporary output, or an intermediate or substitute output. However, Gould 
does not teach that the output is intermediate or substitute. Rather, Gould 
teaches only that each proxy effect has an associated cache for storing the effect's 
output as soon as it is available (Col. 4, lines 21-23). Gould further teaches that 
the "idea'' of the cache is to store the rendered output of each effect (Col. 10, lines 
39-41). Gould never mentions intermediate nor substitute output, only that 
certain frames of a video sequence may be rendered before others according to a 
priority system (Col. 6, lines 23-34). 

Each special effect is linked with a proxy effect having an associated cache 
(Col. 4, lines 21-27). The cache stores the effect's output as soon as it is available. 



The Examiner asserts that the outputs of the proxy effects stored in the cache can 
be reused. Although the output of the proxy effects can be reused to form an 
assembled video sequence, the stored effects are still finally rendered output, not 
a proxy as in the claims. By reusing the data stored in the cache, the data is 
merely copied into a final video sequence. Again, the data stored in these caches 
is finally rendered data, rather than a proxy, and by reusing the data Gould 
merely teaches rearranging previously rendered output into a new video 
sequence. 

The examiner also contends that some cached data outputs may be 
viewed in viewer windows and the actual or final rendered output of the video 
streams produced after applying the proxy effects to the video streams. Once 
again, the cached data outputs are finally rendered output that are stored in the 
caches. This follows the concept in Gould that portions of the total output can be 
rendered in a priority order so that important frames are rendered first. Further, 
if Gould teaches viewing the cached data in viewer windows, this display to a 
user would be a display only of the final rendered data stored in the caches. 

The Examiner asserts that Gould teaches creating a proxy of the revised 
presentation and a list of render jobs before the required image can be rendered. 
Appellant again asserts that Gould is not teaching a proxy as in the claims. 
Instead, Gould determines a priority order of frames to be rendered. Depending 
on the rendering system used, certain frames must be rendered before others. As 
a result, there are required images that must be rendered before the designated 



priority frames can be rendered (Col. 6, lines 38-41). However, once again, 
Gould teaches producing finally rendered output. Even if the finally rendered 
output is only a portion of the total output, the frames generated will be 
assembled together to form a final video sequence, and those frames will not be 
modified or changed. 

IV. Group II 

Group II includes claims 3-4, 10-11, 17-20 and 23-24. 

Regarding Group II, claim 3 adds a limitation of wherein creating the 
proxy is by drawing an imitation of the edit feature. As mentioned above with 
respect to Gould, the Examiner claims that the output of the proxy effects are 
equivalent to the proxy as taught in the claims. Claim 3 adds the limitation that 
the proxy is an imitation of the edit feature. The output of the proxy effects 
taught by Gould is fully rendered frames or images (Col. 10, lines 39-41). Even 
though the output of the proxy effects may not be the entirety of the video 
sequence, the output is still final, and not an imitation of what the output may 
be. Therefore, Gould does not anticipate claim 3, since Gould does not teach all 
the linutations of claim 3. 

The Examiner further asserts that claim 3 is taught by Gould because the 
dependency images before the final rendered output constitute the imitation of 
the edit feature (Col. 6, lines 55-64). As mentioned above, certain rendering 
systems may require that certain frames are rendered before others. This 



dependency does not imply an imitation of a final video sequence, since these 
firames are fially rendered to provide for the rendering of the frames that depend 
on them. Again, though Gould teaches rendering a portion of the final video 
output before the remainder is rendered, this does not constitute an imitation as 
in claim 3. 



V. Group III 

Group III includes claims 5-6, 12-13 and 25. 

Claim 5 adds the limitation that a first software component has 
instructions for adding the edit feature and the first software component is 
separate from a second software component that has instructions for creating the 
proxy. Appellant reiterates the previous argument that Gould teaches that plug- 
ins are used to create the special effects (Col. 8, lines 64-65, and Col. 3, lines 66- 
67). Since Gould does not teach a proxy, it cannot be said that Gould teaches 
using a first and second software, one for adding an edit feature, and one for 
creating the proxy. However, the Examiner interprets the term "proxy'' as being 
the output of the proxy effects taught by Gould. Using this interpretation, the 
proxy must be created by those plug-ins. The plug-ins also add the special 
effects, since they creating them. Therefore, the plug-ins both add the edit 
feature and create the proxy, and it cannot be said that they are separate 
components. 



VL CONCLUSION 



Respectfully, the Appellant submits that presently pending claims are in 
condition for allowance. For the reasons presented herein, the removal of the 
present rejections and allowance of the present claims is respectfully requested. 
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